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CRAWFORD, Administrative Patent Judge. 

DECISION ON APPEAL 1 



1 The two-month time period for filing an appeal or commencing a civil 
action, as recited in 37 C.F.R. § 1.304, or for filing a request for rehearing, 
as recited in 37 C.F.R. § 41.52, begins to run from the "MAIL DATE" 
(paper delivery mode) or the "NOTIFICATION DATE" (electronic delivery 
mode) shown on the PTOL-90A cover letter attached to this decision. 
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STATEMENT OF THE CASE 
This is an appeal from the final rejection of claims 1-7, 9-13, and 15- 
18. We have jurisdiction to review the case under 35 U.S.C. §§ 134 and 6 
(2002). 

The claimed invention is directed to processing payment requests with 

mobile server wallets in a payment transaction management network (Spec. 

[0002]). Claim 1, reproduced below, is further illustrative of the claimed 

subject matter. 

1 . A mobile server wallet provider (MSWP) portal 
comprising: 

a configuration for communicative coupling both to a plurality 
of MSWPs and also a content proxy; 

a composite profile generator configured to combine a plurality 
of MSWP profiles into a single, composite profile for routing payment 
messages in said proxy to the MSWP portal; and, 

selection logic configured to process a user selection of one of 
said MSWPs to process a payment transaction received through said 
proxy. 

The references of record relied upon by the Examiner as evidence of 
obviousness are: 

Suzuki US 2002/0032616 Al Mar. 14, 2002 

Schuba US 2002/0052842 A 1 May 2, 2002 

Claims 1-7, 9-13, and 15-18 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 
as unpatentable over Suzuki in view of Schuba. 

ISSUE 

Did the Examiner err in asserting that a combination of Suzuki and 
Schuba renders obvious "a composite profile generator configured to 
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combine a plurality of MSWP profiles into a single, composite profile for 
routing payment messages in said proxy to the MSWP portal," as recited in 
independent claim 1? 

FINDINGS OF FACT 
Suzuki discloses that a preferable mode is one wherein the 
information, having been transmitted from the wallet server to the user 
terminal, is confirming information used for the user to confirm details of 
the transaction based on the payment information transmitted from the shop 
server to the wallet server and the predetermined item of the confirming 
information contains at least amounts to be paid out of the payment 
information ([0021]). 

Suzuki discloses that a further preferable mode is one wherein the 
payment system is provided with a plurality of the wallet servers, and the 
information out of which the predetermined item is to be selected by the 
contents converting section is information used by the user to select the 
wallet server for the payment out of the plurality of the wallet servers 
([0030]). 

ANALYSIS 

The Examiner asserts that paragraphs [0021] and [0030] of Suzuki 
disclose the composite profile generator of independent claim 1 (Exam'r's 
Ans. 16). While we agree that paragraph [0030] of Suzuki discloses a 
plurality of wallet servers, the aforementioned portion of Suzuki does not 
disclose that the profiles of the plurality of wallet servers are combined into 
a single profile. Moreover, the Examiner has not provided any evidentiary 
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basis for showing that combining the plurality of wallet servers into a single 
profile would have been obvious. See In re Fine, 837 F.2d 1071, 1073 (Fed. 
Cir. 1988) (in rejecting claims under 35 U.S.C. § 103, it is incumbent upon 
the Examiner to establish a factual basis to support the legal conclusion of 
obviousness). The Examiner's assertion that creating a composite profile for 
a user/subscriber is well-known does not have any evidentiary basis, nor 
does it address combining multiple MSWP profiles into a single profile, as 
claimed (Exam'r's Ans. 10). Accordingly, a proper case of obviousness has 
not been established. See In re Oetiker, 977 F.2d 1443, 1445 (Fed. Cir. 
1992) (during examination, the examiner bears the initial burden of 
establishing a prima facie case of obviousness). 

The Examiner also cites Schuba as remedying certain deficiencies of 
Suzuki (Exam'r's Ans. 9-10, 14-18). However, Schuba is only cited for 
disclosing a portal, and not for the recited composite profile generator. 

REVERSED 
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